coverage only 4n town vemters and afong major highways. High-oost support makes it Ginancially
feasible For wireless CETCs <o deploy network facilities that extend covesage throughout a raral
Service area.

Accordingly. high-cost funds disbursed 40 wireless carriers flow through directiy o the
network infrastructure pesded 10 provide and improve service 10 corsumiess in high-0ost arees.
Reductions in such fundiag would greatly dimiatsh wireless catriers’ incentives to make these
investrnemts. Such support seductions atso would make 1t difficudt or impossible for wiseless
camiers 10 engage in head-to-head .competitron with subsidized TLECs, thus underminiag ¢he
Comnission’s key goal of semoving ertificial regulatory impediments to facilities-besed,

iRermodal competition.

Hl.  {F A CAP IS ADOPTED, CHANGES TO ITS STRUCTURE ARE NECESSARY

Alke] urges the Commission not 10 -adopt any form of CETC funding cap. Any cap on
funding growth should appty to all ETCs, including ILECs — oot just 10 CETCs.* However, if a
CETC-only funding cap is adopied. it should be implemented 10 a manner that minsmizes ¢he
harmful 1mpact upon rural consumers and the CETCs that serve them. and shoudd dsmit
interference with competition 10 the extent possible. The foltowing responds to specific
questions raised i the RD (7% £-13) and the NPRM 14 5) regarding the operatiron and
implememation ©of the proposed cap.

A. End-of-Year 2007 Suppost Levels Shouid be ¢the Baseline, Rather Than
RoMing Back CETC Funding 10 Calendar Year 2006 1.evels

The base penod for any cap should be the end of calendar vear 2007 - not the average of

calendar year 2006 as proposed 1 the RD {¢ 13). If the true objective were 10 provige some

* See Lever from Richerd Massey. Gene Delordy. Seve Mowen . and Mark Rubin. Alite]. WC Docket No. 08-337
en6 UC Docket N, 96-55 (Mar 27,2007,




limitation on future CETC funding growth, then end-of-vear 2007 jevels could be a togical base
pertod for a cap on CETC support. By contrast, use of an earlier base pervod would not oidy
limit futare fund growth. it would also cawse dramatic and immediate funding reductions o
exasting CETCs, with no justification.

The RD concedes that use of a 2006 base year “results in a Jower cap in most
junisdictions than the level of support that is being distribwted in 2007. In fact. use of the
average levels during the four quariers of 2006 as the base year would result in seiing support
levels in future time periods based on data that may have been reported as early s Detober 2005,
and would ¥mmediately reduce CETCs’ support by a substantial amrount. Such a #ollback of
support. immediately reducing the funding upon which capital investiment decisions were made,
could make 1t difficult or impossible for CETCs 10 deliver on their implesoent specific buikd-ow
commitments they mayv already have made 10 the FCC and state commussions (pussuant 40
47 US.C. §8 202, 207, arxd comparable provisions of state law). Such an extreme seduction in
support also could cause rate shock for comsumers 1n high-cost aseas, 10 the exient CETCs need
to adyust for the reduction in support by increasiag their rates in rural areas. in sum. a rolfback of
support 10 2006 jevels would constitute an smproper and undawful remroactive nidemalkang.

B. A Rard Sunset Date Should Apply To Essure That Any Cap is Truly
“Interim™

The RD proposes that the CETC funding cap remain in effect for 12 months afier “he
date of any Joint Board recommended deciston on comprehensive and fundamental universal
service reform.” and expresses a conumitment 10 1ssuing such a decision within 6 months. 4 8.
Rather than accepting ttus proposal. the Commission should adopt a “hard™ sunset date — e.2., the

end of the second calendar quaner following the effective date of the Order — and should specify




that CETC support will revert ¢o the devels specified in¢he pre-existing rutes 1T oo fursher action
15 ¢aken by that date.

Farst. ahe duration proposed in the RD is oo fone. in4he rapidly changing
telecommunications marketplace. 18 months in essepoe is forever. Such a dengthy funding
resinction, even if Jater recufied, would give ILECs Getnendous competitive advaiages over
wireless CETCs during 2007 and 2008. which woutd be diffrcult or impossibie (0 temedy laker.
1f the Commission is serious here about adopting a rule that is only “interim,” ““emporary.” of on
an “emergency’” basis, it should similarly make the duration short {e.g., 6-9 months) and the
expiration date awtomatic '

Establishing a “hard” sunset date also wil] help address the concerns addressed by many
parties that an interum funding cap “will be interprated by many 25 movement soough to jusify
putting the larger universal senvice seform imperative on the back burner.”™ For similar reasoss.
other Joint Board members also expressed concerns about the possibidity that the proposed
CETC fund cap could exiend for a fonger time period.‘g Limiting any CETC-ondv funding cap to
the shoriest possible penod of tume would ensure that the Joint Board and the Commussion

remain focused on the larger and more mmportant dask: 10 address “the fundamental,

i - - - . .
See supra note 18 (describing en tnterin rule with a hard supset date).

“ RD, Disserting Statement of Commissioner Michael Gopps. See aso Lewer from Senators Rockefeller. Pryor,
Dorgan. Kjobucher, and Smith. 10 Commessioner Tate and Commissioner Baum (Mar. 21. 2007) ("inswead of
himiting rura) consumers” options. the Jownt Board should focus its efforts on long-term and even-handed weerim end
long term reform measures. It seems worthwhile 1o us that the Board should senously consider competnively
neutral propesals. ensure accountabiliny for how funds are used. and promoie build-out of advanced services in rural
regions through-effective tarpetung of funds to high-cost aregs ... We also believe that & cap. especially one imposed
only on cenain cammiers. wouid ot provide incenuves 1o ali sishehokders w0 engage in thoughtiul negotiations on

biow 10 best reform the USE. Although the cap 15 reported to be only a iemporan cap. we are concerned that it
would become & de facio permanent cap. Unless all reciments have an incentive 10 find solutions 1o controlling the
growih of the USF. we do not believe that the Joint Board or the FCU would ever be able 10 adopt measures to
reform and modernize the admimstration of the USTF.7).

“ See. €. Swiement of Commissioner John Burke (1 would bope then that the cap never be extended bevond the

18 montk period contemplaied es the outside margin of this recommendanon for development and adoption of these
more comprebensive reforms 7): Concuming Statement of Commissioner Ray Baum "My suppon for & cap of this

natare 15 inpied 1o the 1% months outlined 1o todey s decisior, 7)

AN




compreheasive reforms needed to carry a viable and smproved system of universal service

forward in the twenty-first cemtary.”"

CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth above and in Alitel’s past filings in these dockets, Alke] urges
the Commission {0 reject the Reconunended Decision, and instead (o proceed with consideration
of sustainable long-term solutions that will be competitively neutral and promote the interests of

consumers in fural America.

Respecthully submitted.

ALITEL CORP.
By:

Gene Delondy, David L. Sieradzka
Semor Vice President. Regudatory HOGAN & HARTSON,LL.P.
Affairs 555 Thiteenth St.. NW

Steve Mowery, Washiagton. DC 20004
Vice President. Public Policy {202) 637-6462

Alkel Corp.

1 Allied Drive Counsel for Alkel Comp.

Lutde Rock. AR 72202

Mark Rubin.

Vice President. Federal Government
Affams

Alkel Comp.

601 Pepnsvivania Avenne. NW.

Suiie 720

Washingion, DC 20004

June 6, 2007

* RD. Dissenting Statement of Commissioner Michae) Copps.
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Debw
LCommisSioner

Federal Comwnunications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Ray

CifSirman

Oregon Public Litility Commission
550 Capitol Street, N.E., Suite 215
Satem, Otegon 97308-2148

Re: Written £x Pare Communication - electronically filed in<he
proceeding caplioned: in the Maker of High-Cost Universal Service
Support, Federal-State Joint Board on {niversal Service, WC Docket
No. 85-337, CC Docket No, 9645

Dear Commissioners Tale and Baum:

The North Carolina Uttikes Commission (NCUC) has not taken aay official
pesition in #vs proceeding. However, | am wiiting in my capacity as an ndividsal
member of the NCUC.

| first want to thank you and your colieagues for your good and hard work on the
Federal State Joint Board on Universal Service. Universal service seform is 2
compiex and difficull issue, but an issue thal s critical to all coasumers,
acticulady those in qural arsas.

Consumers i rural parts of North Carolina expect access o the same quality
and types of senvices es their urban counterparts. In addition (o waditional
landline service, they are demanding state-of-the-afl services that include vertical
services, broadband and wirsless.  Universal service support is an essential
element of providing these vital services to rural areas with service levels and
retes compereble o those availabie in urban aress. Specifically, it is my belief




Comrssioners Tale and Baum
May 1, 2007

Page 2

that cucal sonsumers want and deserve access 0 the mobiity and salety benefits
thal only wireless service provides. Wihout appropriste support for the
expansion and upgrading of the el witeless networks, OORSUMErsS # aneas
facking wiretess service might not receive these benefits.

I have observed thal momemum scems {0 be building at the doinl Board <0
attempt 40 tesolve concems regarding growth of the universal service fund. As
you deal with this issue, | urge {0 you consider seforms that are {air and equitable
to all providers without regard {0 the underlying technology. Rural consumers
wanl and need expanded and improved services dor public safety, eoonomic
cevetopment, business and personal needs that are equally es imporantdo tiyem
as they ate {0 urban consumers. This is one of dhe main benefits that wwral
consumers receive from the universal service fund, just es Gongress envisioned
when it initially established the fond.

| respectiully request thatl you carefilly consider #hese {aoks 25 you seek {0
reform the existing fund. | sk you to {find competitively neutral propasals {o siow
fund growih, ensure accountabiiity for how these funds are used and promote the
continued expansion and improvement of much needed services in rural areas.

| thank you for your continued service to our nation and for your willingness ¢o
deal thoughtfully with these difficult and important issues.

With best wishes, and wanm personal segards, | am

Sincerely yours,

James Y. Ketr, I

Chairman Kevin J. Mastin
Commissiorer Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Lisa Polak Edgar
Commissioner Lary S. Landis
Commissioner John D. Burke
Billy Jack Gregg
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REMEERT C -DEKNIS BUILDING
KOG ASSEMBLY STREET, SUITE 425
COLUMBIA . SOUTH CAROLINA 20201
<B03) T%-3793
Fax: (O3 7343619

Bobty Bowers
DIRECTOR

To: Kevin J. Martin, Chairman
Michael ] Copps, Commissioner
Jonathan S Adelstein. Comumissioner
Deborah Taylor Tate, Commissioner
Robert M McDowell, Commissioner

Federal Communications Comméssion
445 12" Sireet SW
Washington D. C. 20554

RE: Universal Service Reform - WC Docker No. 45-337
Dear Chairman and Commissioners:

I'am a lawyer and the State £9-1-1 Project Manager in Souh Carolina, which included the
primary drafiing of amendmems to South Carolina and implementation and administration of
e state wireless 911 surcharge and F9-1-] progrem. 1 am also an exampie 20d personally
biased, a5 | live. ofien alone. & the woods on Lake Wateree in rural Fairfield county, 20 miles
from any medical faclity or ambulance, wih no neighbors within half a mile. inadegwate 10 no
wireless service, and much use for a chain <aw.

Personally and as a servant of South Carolina 9] 1, 1 oppose the FOC placing a cap on the use of the
Universal Service Fund (USF) for wireless service. Although such a cap mayv help eliminate the
growth of this fund, 1 would akso result in a number of disservices 10 seral consumers.  Rural
consumers want and need expanded and improved wiseless services in rusal arsas for public safety,
econonic development, business and persona) needs that are oqually important 10 ¢hem as thev are {0
urban consumers.  This i one of the main bepefits that rural corsumers receive from he universal
service fund. just as Gongress envisioned when it wnttially established the fund. Rural Americans
deserve the same acoess 10 telecom services thal are avaiable in ¢he rest of the countrv—which s
the bottom line purpose of the USFE? Furthermose. such a wireless only €ap s anti-<competitive
because it favors wireline services over the wireless services consumers are choosing more and more
over landitnes for conosmic and other benefs.

Consumers are clearly demanding access to the benefits of mobihity that onlyv wireless senvice
provides. This mobility sesuks in extremely important public safety benefits in rural areas. As rura!




eorsumners dravel from home o work or school, wiketess servige provides a very valwable safety 1ool.
Addiioneliy. wireless service & rural asess provides consumers with acoess 4o broadband servioss
where broadband services are not otherwise available. This is a very important faokor as we seck to
bring a0eess 1o the information age throughout our very rurel state.  Withowt continued support for
the expansion and upgrading of the rural wieless networks, consumers will not reseive these
benefits where they do not already exist. Universal service support s essential if rural cogsumers
are to be provided services and rates comparable (o those available in urban arees.

] have witnessed firsthand the benefits provided by expanded wiseless services in rural South
Carolina. and ] do not want 10 see those benefits duninished by inappropriate USF seform. 1
believe much of the expanded availability of wireless service in fural apeas would not have
occurred without the USF support provided 40 wiretess ETCs who could pot have -econommrcally
extended their networks without such support.

Please consider what limiting the growth of wireless -eocess will moen $or rural Americe.
Wireless technology plays an ever-moreesing role i economic growth and is a -oriical
insrument in emergency situations, but if the recommented cap is mplementad. many
<comununities may never realize these benefits. in a-country that pndes itseif on equality, it seems
hypocritical to restriet cenain individuals access 40 an essential o] simply because of their
geographic Jocation. especiaily when ¢hey have comsibuted for years <o the USF dong with
evervone else.

The FCCs rule making has abwavs unpressed and satisfied me, to the exent 've understood the
complex, rapidly evolving. even wevolutionary, issues with which it deals. Comseguently 1 am
confident it will consider these facts es it reforas the exssting fund, and find competitively
neutral proposals to slow fund growth. ensure accountability for how these funds are wsed and
promote the continued expansion and improvement of these much needed services in rura] aseas
by targeting funds to high cost areas rather than by targeting ©ost redudtions at wireless
providers. However. FCC rulemaking includes the views of the consumers and public safety
conumunications professionals, so | urge vou to vote against the proposed cap on universal
service support for wireless service.

Sincerely,

James W Rion

SC State £9-1-1 Project Manager
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Mav6, 2007

Weshsngton, D.C.

United Stetes Senate

716 Senate Hart Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Phone: 202-224-5274

Fax: 202.228-2183

Re: wireless in'Gulf-County
Deer Senator Nefson:

The original puspose of the Universal Service Fund is 10 offset the cost of building
communications networks in high cost, low- income rura) areas. If reforns are made 10
the USF, it should not be made-at the expense of citizens living in less populaied aseas.

Last week’s recomunendation ¢o the FCC, by the Federal State joint board-on USF 4o cap
funding for wireiess 10 2006 levels wiil be a major step-back for Guif County. We already
comend with limited or no cell service between Highway 386 and the county lineor
basicatly the entire middle of our county.

I'am the 511 coordinator for Gulf County. This is a public safety issue for callers needing
medical services who-can’t get a signal 10 call for heip. It ts also problematic for our
responders who sometsmes can not commnicate while out-on a call.

Sicerely,

Ben Guthrie, ENP
Gulf County 911 coordinator

CC: Lisa Polak Edeer, Flonda Public Service Comunission
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May 33, 2007

To: Kevin 1. Mastinn, Chairman
Michael J Copps, Commissioner
Jonathan S Adelstein, Commissioner
Deborah Taylor Tate, Comumnissioner
Robert M McDowell. Commissioner

Federal Communicatiors Commission
445 12% Street SW
Weshington D. C. 20554

RE: Jiniversal Service Reforrn - WC Docket No. 05-337
Dear Chairman and Commissioners:

} understand that the FCC is considering placing 2 cap on the wse of %he Universal Service
Fund (USF) for wireless service. 1 am contaoting You 10 €Xpress @y -0pposition 4o 4his
unfair, arbigrary proposal. While such an approach may provide a “quick-8x" icading 10
the rapid elnination of fund growth, it would also sesult ip a errible disservice to raral
consumers. Rural consumers want and peed expanded and improved wiseless servioes in
rural arsas for public safety. economic development, business-and personal peeds that are
equally impommtotbem'as‘hc}a,cwmanmmm This is one of the main
benefits that rural coasumers receive from the universal service fund, just as Congyess
cnvisioped when it initially established <he fund. A wireless-only <ap is clearly anti-
competitive becanse it singles out wireless technology. which consumners ave choosing
ore and iore over Jandlines. We should be rewarding competition. Dot pukishing it.
What's moze, rural Americans deserve the same aoccess 40 defecom services ¢hat are
available in the rest of the country—isp 't that the purpose of the USF?

Consumers in rural pants of Arkansas are no longer copient #0 have access 10 only
wadiional wireline lelephone service. Conswmers are Clearly demanding acoess <o the
benefus of mobdility thar only wireless service provides. This aobility sesuits in
extremely imponan public safety benefits in rural areas. As mesal vopsweners avel from
home to work or school, wireless servioe provides a very valsable safety iool
Additionally, wirskess service in rural areas provides corsumers with aceess 4o broadband
services where broadband services are pot otherwise available. This is a very imporant
factor es we seek 10 bring access 10 the information gee throughout Our very ruzal stxe.
Withowt continued support for the expamsion and upgsading of the el wiseless
networks, consumers wil) not mceive these benefits where they 8o mot already exist.
Universal service support is essential if rural consumers are 10 be provided service and
rates comparabie 10 those avaable in wrban areas.
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! have witnessed firsthand the benafits provided by expanded wiseless services in rusal
Arkansas, and ] do 1ot wam 10 see ¢hose benefits diminished by mnappropriate USF
reform. Much of ¢he expanded avaifability of wiseless service in rural areas would not
have occurred without the USF supgort provided 10 wireless ETCs who could not have
economically extended their networks withowt such SUPDOrt.

Please consider what dimiting the growah of wiseless aseess will mean for rural Asmerica.
Wireless technology plays an ever-increasing role in economic groweh -and is a critical
iastrument in emergency situations, but if the recommended «<cap is implemented, many
<communities may never realize these benefits. in a counry that prides itself onequality,
it seems hypooritical to restrict vemain individuals’ aceess to an essential 0] sunply
because of their geographic Jocation, especially when hey have contribused for YEars 40
the USF along with evervone.else.

! respectfully request that you carefully cousider these {aots as you seek {0 sofosm the
existing fund. 1 ask you to find competitively newral proposels ¢o slow fund growth,
ensure accouniability for how these &unds are used and promoie the continued eXpatsion
and improvement of these much neoded services in puzal aroas by kargeting funds 40 high
cost areas rather than by targeting seforms to wireless providess. J urge vou o voie
against the proposed cap on universal service support for wireless service.

Sincergly.
Tt

Frank Scroggins

Lafavere County Judge
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To: Kevin J. Martin, Chaisman
Michael ) Copps, Commissioner
Jonathan S Adelstein. Commissioner
Deborah Taylor Tate, Commissioner
Robert M McDowell, Commissioner

Federal Communications Commission
445 127 Street SW
Washington D. C. 20354

RE: Universal Service Reform - WC Docket No. 05-337
Dear Chairman and Commissioners:

} understand that the FCC is considering placing a cap on the use of the Universal Service
Fund (USF) for wireless service. | am COMACTNG YOU 10 eXpress my opposition 1o this
unfair, arbitrary proposal. While such an approach may provide a “quick-fix" leading 10
the rapid elimination of fund growth, it would also result in a 4errible disservice to sural
consumers. Rural consumers want and need expanded and improved wireless services in
rural arees for public safety, economic development. business and personal needs that are
equally nporiant to them as they are t0 urban consumers. This is one of the main
benefits that rural corsumers receive from the universal service fund. just as Congress
envisioned when it iniially established the fund. A wireless-only cap is clearly anu-
competitive because it singles out wiredess sechnology. which consumers are choosing
more and more over landlines. We showld be rewarding compention, nol punishing it.
What's more. rural Americans deserve the same access 10 tedecom services that are
avaiable in the yest of the country—isn 't that the purpose of the USF?

Consumers in sural parts of West Virginia are no longer content 10 have access fo onlv
wadiucnal wireline telephone service. Consumers are <lear)y demanding access 10 the
benefits of mobility that oniy wireless service provides. This mobility resulis in
exwermely unporiant public safetry benefits in rural arees. As rural consumers travel from
home 10 work or school. wireless service provides a very valuable safetv 100l
Additionally, wireless service in rural areas provides consumers with access 10 broadband
services where broadband services are not otherwise available. This is a Very importani
factor as we seek 10 bring access 10 the information age throughowt our very rura) state.
Without continued support for the expansion and upgrading of the rural wireiess
networks, consumers will not receive these benefits where theyv do not elready exist.
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Universal service support is essential if rural comsumers are 1o be proviced service and
rates comparableto those available in urban areas.

I have witnessed firsthand the benefits provided by expanded wiseless services in rueal
West Virginia, and 1 do not want 10 see those benefits diminished by inappropriate USF
zeform. Much of the expanded avaability of wizeless service in rural areas woudd not
have ocoursed without the USF support provided to wireless ETCs who could 10t have
economically exiended their networks without such support.

Please consider what limiting the growih of wiseless access will mean Yor rural Asnerica.
Wireless technology plays an ever-increasing sole in economic growth and is a critical
nstrument in emergency situations, but if the recommended cap is wnplemented, many
communities may never realize these benefits. {n a country that prides itselfl on equality,
it seems hypooritical 10 restrict certain individuels® access to an .essentia) 400} simply
because of their geographic docation, especially when they have contribuied ¥or years to
the USF alopg with evervone else.

] respectfully request that vou carefully consider these facts as vou segk to reform e
existing fund. 1 ask you to find competitively neutral proposals 1o skow fund growth,
ensure accountiability for how these funds are used and promoie the comténued expansion
and improvement of these much needed services in Tural areas by sargeting funds o high
<ost areas ratber than by <argeting reforms 0 wiseless providers. | urge you 10 vowe
against the proposed cap on universal service support for wireless service.

Sincerely,

Allen C. HolderDirecior
ENP
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June §, 2007

Chairman Kevin Martin

Federal Commurnications Gommission
442 12 Soeer, SW

Washington, DC 20554

DearChainran Martin:

The Arkaasas Farm Bussau Bederation with-ower 250:000 enember Zamibies is the skete’ s dargest advosacy
organization-for rural Arkansans. Assuch, wedes! it iraportant {o our soewbership dhal we provide input
into the proposal by the Federal- State Joint Review Board of the Foderal Communications Commission
{FCC) thet would cap subsidies o wiredess sarmors Fom <be Univesa! Servioe Fand {USTF).

A high percentage of our members are farmers aad ranchers who sely an ¢he availability and coavenience
of wireless communizations te conduct eheir busibess. Contipusd devedopmant of infrestrucure for
wirdess communications is-extremely mmportant 1o owr members who operaze in rwsal aroas whick are
osturadly higher oostservice areas. ¥t is our understanding that infrastuctuse devaiopment in these aseas is
she primary purpose for which the UST was estebliabnd.

We understand the need fo1 the FOC 1o reform the sotize USF program Hut we stronghy support
continuetion of the UST 1o maintain effordeble sommunication serviess in yural Adanerica, in genoral, end
rura) Arkansas specifically. We do oot fe<l €:at capping pevents to wireless senvice providers while
dewermining refonm mzasares is the enswer, espacially when obe considers the fact thas wiseloss coasumers
will continue 10 conmbute to4he fund.

Agnculrure is our state’s largest industry Impacting ¢he ability of our state’s agnoulture producers ohave
20085 to the laiest wiseless network, and the everchanging «pplications thet came with thal dechnoiogy.
would harmper our state’s ®1081 significant economic sgine.

Agein, please note owr strong opposition 10 the praposal 10 cap peviments fromebe USFE or wireless service
providers. We encourege the FOC not 10 impicment<be proposed caps-on the wirtless industry. 1
2ppreCiate e oppORUMILY 10 £xpress the concams of Our omgenization on ¢his tmest imporant issue.
Sincesely,
SN, S

A
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Stariey E. Reed
President

o Senator Bienche Lincoin
Senator Mark Prvor
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Administrators of New Orkeans’ 9-1-1 System

Jang 8, 2007

To: Kevin J, Martin, Chairman
Michael ) Copps, Commissioner
Jopathen & Adelstrin, Commission:cr
{x¢borah Tavior Tate, Commissioner
Robert M McDowel;, Commissioner

Federal Commmnications Commission
445 127 Street SW
Washingron 1. €. 20554

K& Liniversal Service Reform - WC Docket No. 05-337
DezrChawman and Commissioners:

1 urderstand thet ¢he PCC is considering placing & cap on the uss of the
Universal Service Fund {USF) for wircless service. 1 am contacting you
10 exppess my opposition 10 this unfeir, arbitsary propesal. While such
an approzch may provide 2 “quick-fix” {zadirg {C the vapid elimination
of fand growds, it wouwid also reswdt in & owitie dissemvice 0 miral
consumers.  Rural consumers wans and need expanded and impreied
wireiess services in rural arcas for public sefety, economic development.
business and persoral needs that &rc eguelly imporant w0 thewm o5 they
are 10 wban comsumers.  This is one of the main benefits thet rural
consamers qoccive from dbe universal service fund, just-as Conpress
ervinoned whed it initially cstablished the hmd. A witeless-oniy cepis
clearly ant-competitive beceuse i1 singles out wirddess technology.
which tonsumers ere choosing mere and more over jandiines. We
should be rewarcing competition, not punishing it.

Whet's more, turzl Amencans desorve the same ectess 10 klecom
services that are availeble in the res1 of the country—isn’t that {he
purpose of the USF?

Copsumess in vurel parts of Lovisiane are ro foager coment 10 hme
access to only veditioral wireiine telephone service. Consumers are
cieeriy demending ecoess o the benefits ol maowilily the: only wirciess
ervice provices. This mobility resuits in extremely impnoriert pubiic
zlety benefii in rurel erees. At rugl concumers evel hom home o
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ORLEANS ParisH CoMMUNICATION Distaict
Administretors of New Orlegns” 9-1-1 Sysiem
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work or school, wirelesy service provides & very veluable safety wool. Additionally, wireless service
in ruza; arsas provides consumers with access 1¢ broadband servioes where brosdband senvcss ere
nol otherwise availeble. This is a very impoetant faclor as we scek 10 bring -eccess 1o the
information age throughout our very rural siete.  Without continued sopport for theexparsion and
upgreding of the rural wircless networks, consiiners will not receive these benets where they do
not alreaCy exist.  Universal service support is cssential if rural consumers epe 10 be provided
service and retes comparable to those evailable in wban ercas.

. heve withessed firsthand the henefins provided by expanded wirelsss services in rural Louisizna.
ard 1 dc no! wanl 4¢ s=¢ these bemefits diminished by inappropriate USE reform. Much of the
expanded availebility of wireless service in rurel ereas ‘would noi have oecurred without the USF
support provided o wireless ETCs who cowid not have economically exiended their petworks
without such support

Please consider what Hmiting {he growth of witeless access will mean for rura! Aencrics. Wiscless
technoogy pieys an cver-incroesing rolt in economic growth ard s a ertical instrument n
emergency stuauons, but if the recominended cap is buplzmented, many cOmIMUNMEs may never
realize [hese benefits. In a country that prides itsclf on equality, it seems hypocritical 40 resmict
cerigln individuals’ sccess 1o an essentiel ool simply bocauss of their scomaphic [otation.
especially when they have contribuied for yeezs to the UST along with everyone chee.

DAN GILBIRT

Execuiive Divecior (Intenm)

Crlezus Parish Communication I)isina
100 Cizy Perk Avenue

New Oricans, La 70110

Cell 20.931.67¢7

Feosimie: 5{n-571-3811

1O Ony Fanc Avanue Now dmieans, Lougicns P00 mepnone. 5048251200 R 504-835-1204  Web Bepe: YAWWLET T NOLE ORG
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PERRY 1HRUNTON 280 Nomh Coliase. Suin 500
County Judge : Faveuteviie, AK 12109
BASHINGTONCOUNTY, ARKANSAS
County Cowwthouse

June 5. 2007

Kevip ). Martin, Cheirmen

Federal Communications Commi ssion
445 12" Street SW

Washington . C. 20554

RE: Universal Service Refosmn - WC Docket No~05-357
Dear Chairman:

] understand that the FCC is considering placing a<cap on the useof the Universal Servioe Fund
{USF) for wiseless service. | am contacting you to £xpress My opposition o this uafair, sbitrary
proposel. While such an approach may provide a “quick-fix" leading to the rapid elimination.of fund
1ewth, it would a'so resull in a toridde disservice to rusal consuawers. Rum! copswmiors wandeand
need expanded and improved wireless servioes in eral asezs for public safety, economic
development, business and personal neads that ase equally imporant « tham &s they are 10 urban
consumers. This is one of the main benefits that niz! consumers neaeive firoem the universal service
fund, just &5 Congress envisionad when it inftially established the fund. A wireless-onlv.cap is
cleesly anti-competitive because it singles out wireiess technology, which sorsumers are choosing
wore and mose over landlines. We should be rewarding competition, not punishing it. What's more,
rural Americans deserve the same access 40 <elecom services that are evaidable in the rest-of the
Foury—isn’tthat the pupose of the USF?

Consumers in rared parts of Arkensasere no longer cantenitn hineeocess 10 oal viraditional-wiredize
seiephone service. Consurmers ase clearly demanding access <o dhe Henefits of mobidRy het only
wireless service provides. Thismobiliy resultsin extremely imporant public safctvbenedits in-nural
areas. As sural oonsumers trevel from home to work or schoo), wireless service provides a very
valuable safery ¢ool. Additionally, wireless service i rura) ercas provides consumers with #ocess 1o
bruadhend services where broadband services are 0ot otherwise available. 4 his is & very impostant
Tactor es we sesk 1o dring access to the informetion.age throughout our very rurel state.  Without
continued support for the expassicn £0d vpgrading of the mural wireless nerworks, vorsuimers will
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Kevin ). Marin June 5, 2007
Page 2

DOL seecive these beaefits whese ey do not already exist. Univorsal service support is cssential
if rural consumers are 10 be providad service and rates comparable to thase awaileble in urban
#7285,

] have withessed €irsthand ahe benefits Provided by expanded wireless services in rural A¢kanses,
end 1.do not want 0 3ee <hose benefits diminished by inappropriate USF reform. Muxch of the
expanded availability of wiseless serviee in rusal arses would not have oocurred without the USF
support provided 4o wirsless ETCs wbo could not have esonomically exended their networks
without such support.

Please consider what limitiag the growth of wirdess sosess will <aean for rurml Amoerics. Wiscless
technology plays an ever-inoreesing #ofe én economic mowth and is @ oritical iastument in
emepgency situations, but if the recommended cap is implemented, @any communilies may never
realize these benefits. In a country hat prides Rself on equality, it seemns hypocritical to restrict
certain individuals' access4o an essential ool simply becavse of their geographic focation,<specially
when they have coptribused for years to the USF slong with evervone else.

1 respectfully regues: thet you carefally consider these facts as you seek ¢o reformhie e xistiny fund.
L ask you to findcomperitively neutral proposels to show fund growth, easure accountabititydor how
these funds are used-and promote the continuad expansion end improvement of these much needed
services in rural arces by tarpeting funds 1o high-cost areas pather than by tarpeting sefonas 10
wireless providers. 1 unge youdn vote against the propased <ap o universal service support €or
wireless service,

John W. Gibson
County Adminiswator

IWGive

<< Michael J. Copps, Commissioner
<C: Jonathan S. Adelsmzin, Commissioner
¢ Deborah Taylor Teie, Commissionar

o Robert M. McDowsll, Commizsioner




Represontative Harold J. Brubaker
North Larokina (beveral Assrnbly
L rgistatite Building, Room 1229

Ralrigh. Xorth Cardlina 27601 - 1096

78" Bistruc

FRLAMLE OF THE ROUSE. 1651060 COMMTTELE

TELEERONE 18 T15-CLUAE PUBLIZ UTILITIEE - CHAIRMAN
Fan THIB: T15-ARAT Ethice
EmaiL BRUB(EINCLEG NET FINANCIAL INSTITYTIONE
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ASHIBORC, NC 27202 SURANCE

RULES, CALENBER AND-OPERRTICNS
OF The HGUSE

UNIVEEEITY BOXND OF GOVERNORSE
NOMINATING COMMITTEE

Nay 20,2007

oo khesvin ) Martin, Chairman
Michael 1 Copps, Commissioner
danatkan S Adelswein. Commissioner
1ebarah Tavlor Tate, Commissioner
Robert M McDowell. Commissioner

Cedorat Commanicatons Commission
335907 Sprect AW,
Woasrungton D T, 20554

Dear Chaimman and Commissioners:

] understand thai the FCC is considering placing a cap on the use of the 1lniversal Service
Fund (LiST) for wireless service. | am contacting you 0 express m) opposition 0 this
unfair. arbitrary proposal. Whiie such an approach may provide a quick-fis leading 10 the
rapid elmmination of fund growth. it would also result in a terrible disservice 10 rueal
consumers. Rural consumers want and need expanded and imiproved wireless services in
rural areas for public safery. economic development. business and personal needs that are
equally important to them as they are 10 urban consumers. This is one of the main
benefits that rural consumers receive from the universal service fund. just as Congeess
envisioned when 1 initiaily established the fund. A wireless-only cap is clearly anti-
L ompetitive because it singles out wireless technology. which consumers are choosing
more and more over landlines W e shouid be rewarding competition. not punishing it.
What's more. rural Americans deserve the same acoess 1o lelecomn services thal are
available in the rest of the country —-isn 't that the purpose of the UST?

Corsumers in rural parts of North Carolina are no longer content to have access 10 only
wradstional wireline «elephone service. Consumers are cleariy demanding access 1o the
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Federal Communications Cormemdssion
May 30. 2007
Page -2-

benefits of mobility that only wireless service provides. This mobility zesuks in
exwremely important public safery benefiis in rural areas. As rusel consumers «avel from
home (0 work or school. wireless service provides a very valuable safety tool. Without
the coniinued nweded support for the expansion and upgrading of the rural wiseless
networks, consumers will not receive these benefiis whare they do not already exist.
Universal service support is essential if rural consumers are w0 be provided service and
rates comparable 10 those available in urban areas.

I have winessed firsthand the benefits provided by expanded wireless services in rural
North Carolina. and ] do not want 10 see those benefits diminished by USF reform. Much
of the expanded availability of wireless service in rural areas would not heve oocursed
without the USF support provided o wireless £TCs who oould not have aconomically
extended their networks without such support.

Please consider what dimiting the growth of wireless acoess will mean for rural America:
wireless technology plavs an ever-increasing role in economic growth and is a critical -
instrument in emergency siuations. but 1f the recommended cap s implemented. many
communities may neves realize these benefits. 1o a cownry that prides itself on equality.
1t seems hvpocritical 10 restrict certain individuals™ acoess 10 an essential 0ol swmply
because of their geographic location. especially when they have contribused for veers 10
the USF along with evenone else.

] respectfully request that vou carefully consider hese facts es vou seek to reform the
existng fund. 1 ask yvou w find compeutively neuwtral proposals to stow fund growth,
ensure accountzbility for how these funds are used and promote the continued expansion
and improvement of these much needed services #n rural areas by targeting funds 10 high
cost areas rather than by iargeting reforms 10 wireless providers. | urge you 10 voie
against the propesed cap on universal service suppon for wireless service.

Sincerely.

Regresema{i\-e Harold ). Brubaker
78" District

HiB lhe

CC: US Senators and Congressmen from North Carolina
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May 22, 2007

Federal Communrcations Comamission
445 12% Street SW
Washington D. C. 20354

To: XKevin ). Martin. Chairman
Michae] | Copps. Comsnissroner
Jonathan S Adelstein. Comunissioner
Deborah Tavior Tate. Commissioner
Robert M McDowell, Comamssioner

Dear Mister Chasanan and Comgnissioners:

1 understand that the FCC ¢s considering placing a oap on the use of the Universal
Service Fund (USF) for wireless service. ] am contacting vou o eXpress ny Opposition o
this proposal that ] consider unfair and arbiwary. While such an approach may provide -a
quick-fix leading to the rapid elimination of fund growth. it would also result in a serrible
disservice 10 rural consumers. Rural consumers want and need expanded amd improved
wirefess services In rugal areas for public saferv. economic development. and business
and personal needs that are equally as important 10 them as they are to urban consHNESs.
This is one of the matn bepefits that rura) consumers receive from the universel service
fund. just as Congress envisioned when it initiallv established the fund. A wiseless-only
cap appears 10 be clearly anti-competitive becawse i1 singles out wireless technology only.
Today, comsumers are choosing wireless more and more over landlines. ] believe that we
should be rewarding competition. not punishine jt. What's more. rural Amencans deserve
the same access 10 telecom services that are available in the sest of the country. My
understanding 1% that that s the paspoese of the USE?

In my state of Souwth Carolina. consumers in tural parts are no longer content 1o
only have access 10 wadiional wireline ¢elephone service. Consumers are clearly
demanding access 1o the benefis of mobility thar onfy wireless service provides. This
mobility results in extremely imporant public saferv benefits 1n rural areas. As rural
consumers trave] from home to work or school. wireless service provides a very valuable
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safety 100). Without the continved. and greatly needed, support for the expansion and
upgrading of the sural wireless networks, corsumers will not seceive these benetits where
they presendy do pot already exist.  Universal service suppost is essential if qusel

copsumers afe 10 be provaded service and raies compasable 1o those available i urban
areas.

] have witnessed firsthand the benefits provided by expanded wireless servioes in
rural South Carolina. aind 1 do not want to see those benefits diminished by USF seform.
Much of the expanded availability of wireless service in yaal areas would ot have

occurred without the USY suppon provided 10 wireless ETCs who could not have
economically extended their networks without such suppon.

Please consider what limiting ¢he growth of wireless -acoess will snean for rural
America: wireless technology plays an ever-increasiag +ole in econonyc growth and is a
crtical insument in emergency siuations. However, if the recomunended cap is
implemented. many communities may never realize these bepefis. 4n a counwy that
prides itself on equality, 1t seems hyvpocritical to sestrict certain indivaduals’ aceess to an
essential tool simply because of their geographic location, especially when they have
contnbuted for vears to the USF, elong with evervone else.

] respectfully request that vou carefully consrder these facts as you seek o reform
the existing fund. 1 ask you to seek competitively neutral proposals to slow fund groweh,
ensure accountability for how these funds are used and promote the continued expapsion
arrd improvement of these much needed services in mural areas. You could possibly do so
by targeting funds to high cost arees rather than by dargeting reforms to wireless

providers. 1 urge vou to vote against the proposed cap on universal service support for
wireless service.

Sincerely.

8ill Sandifer
Member. SC House of Representatives
Chairman. Public Uttlives Sub-Commitiee

CC: South Caroling US Senators and Congressmen.
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Mariene H. Dorich, Secresary

Federal Communications Commuission
Office of the Secraxary

445 12¢h Street. SW

Washington. DC 203554

{Transmisted by email)

RE: WC Docket No. 05-337

Dear Seocretary Dortch,

1 am wnung vou on behalf of the board members of the Arizona Telecomsuaications and
Information Council (ATIC).

We. the ATIC Board. concur with ¢he secommendation from The Honorable Senator John
McCamn from Arizona and his.colleagues that an overall CAP needs 10 be placed on the
Universal Service Fund (USF). Such anoverall CAP can provide necessary timne (0 study and
revamp USF allocations for modern realities. We fusther urge the Joint Board and the
Comumission ¢fforts 1o revamp the USF 10 include broadband infrestructure development.
Additionally, 10 ensuse a Jevel plaving fiekd. we agree with Senator McCain that “We do oot
support any plan that would cap onlv one select group of providers but not others. s we believe
such a fix would unfairly skew the marketplace.”

The ATIC Board strongiv feels that extending the CAP down o each State, based on past state-
leve] allocatrons. would provide an unfair advamtage 1o those states that have acquired large sums
from the USF in the past and would also place undue restraint on states ¢hat have a population
growing at a higher rate wih a greater need for USF funds.

We further sugpest that. if it is determined that a state-Jeve]l CAP must be assigned, each state
CAP should strongly facior the relative on-going growth rate of that state. As such, an-ovesall
CAP could be pro-rated 10 each state based on the state's relative bese-population and growth
rate (per Census data, especially in rural areas). We believe such an approach more faifdy focuses
to the telecommunucations needs of unserved and undersernved communiies.

Sincerelv.

ekl O Kok~

Michael C. Keeling
Chairman of the Board
Anzona Telecommunications and Information Council




Kevin Martin, Chainman

Federal Comumuniications Conunission
445 12th Saeet SW

Washingeon, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Martin:

I recently read an editorial in the Lincodn (NE) Journal Star which stated thet the Federal
Communicatrons Commission has proposed capping the amount of subsidies pard 40 cell
phone companies 10 improve service in yural pasts of the United States.

1 am a community activist who vecently lead a petition in southeest Nebraska that quickly
resulted in the nawmes, addresses, and cell phone numbers of nearly 1400 frustrated Alkel
customers in our area. We are fruswated because we pay the same amount for our-cell
phones that customers in the city pay. yet the recoption in our area has become sporadic at
best, and nonexistent at its worst.  And now the FCC wants to cap the ceil phone
subsidies?

These of us who live in rural areas need and deserve reliable cell phone service. But
most importantly, we pay the same price for our cell service as residents of metropolitan
areas. in addition, we are charged the same surcharge on our cell biils - a surcharnge for
the specific purpose of improving service in rural areas. It is my understanding that,
without the federal subsidies, updating cell service in riral arcas would be cost-
prohibitive.

First and foremost, it is only fair that he peopie in rural areas get what we pay for. But
that fact aside, people in rural areas need reliable cell phone service as much - if not
MORE than - city residents. Why? Because if someone in a ity bas car rouble or hes an
emergency, he or she is almost always within walking distance of a tefephone. In rural
areas, we could walk for miles without ever reaching essistance.

Alke] Wireless answered our petition for better service by making a verbal commiunent
to build a new tower in Falls City, Nebraska in 2007. 1t is my undersianding that his
commisnent would not have been possible without the federal subsidies that it received.

We in the rural communities pay our cell phone bills, so we expect, and quite frankly we
deserve, the service. The cell phone industry is growing by leaps and bounds. 3f
subsidies are necessary so rusal areas can keep up with our changing world, then we peed
the subsidies. Residents of rural America need - and pay for-- RELIABLE cell phone
service. Jt is only fair that we receive it. Don’t forget about us. We need you.

Singerely,

T~ TN ASTTT
S \l/",L(;
Lofi Gotmly =~ Vv~ —

Falls Citn, NE




Dear Bill:

Enclosed please §ind a copy of the jewter that 1 sent 40 the chaimen of the Federal
Communications Comsmission, as well es our state and U’S. senators. 1 changed ¢he

jetters «o specifically meet the offices of each official, and thark you for meking me
aware of this issue.

e e e st S i i A

As 1 stated in-one of my ¢-mails, 1 am sending ¢his note because of my belief tha, if¢he
federal government is going 10 give subsidies to improve selecommunications, those
subsidies should inchude a fair peroentage o the cell phone companies. Considering the
rising pumber of cell phone users in rural agees, these subsidies ase not only warranted,
but pecessary.

1 will consider sending a note, also, to the World Herald and Lincoln Journal Star, but ]
soust first-adit it for beevity, and also make sure that eny support of this issue will #ot, in
any way, damage the relationship that 1 have with the Jocal ¢etephone company and #s
emplovess.

] have also enclosed in this envelope the communication thet ) received from-an Alkel
user about a rebate that hes been continually denied ¢o this customes. 1 you-eould help
her, it would be appreciated.

Thank you so much. I keep in touch.




